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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1 , 3-9, 1 1 -1 7, 1 9-21 , and 23-28 are pending. Claims 1,3-4,8-9,11-12, 
15, 17, 19-21, and 23-24 amended as per Applicant's request. 

Claim Objections 

2. Claim 1 is objected to for having insufficient antecedent basis for "the misaligned 
data access" in line 5. Examiner believes the line should read "... said code blocks 
result in a misaligned data access...", and has interpreted the claim as such for the 
remainder of this action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1 , 3-7, 9, 1 1 -1 5, 21 , 23-26 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as 
being unpatentable over Hohensee et al. (USPN 6,064,815, herein Hohensee), in view 
of Angel et al. (USPN 6,643,842, herein Angel). 

5. As per Claim 1 , Hohensee teaches: A method comprising: 

during translation of a code block from a first format suitable for a first computing 
platform to a second format suitable for a second computing platform (Column 1 , Lines 
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45-47 and Column 1 , Line 62-Column 2, Line 4), to detect whether execution of said 
code block results in the misaligned data access prior to execution of said code block 
(Column 3, Lines 4-9 shows the detector detecting an exceptional condition, and 
Column 2, Lines 61-67 show the exception to be caused by a misaligned memory 
reference); and 

modifying said code block according to said misaligned data access (Column 8, 
Lines 58-66, additional code is added to the instruction stream to handle the 
misalignment), but fails to teach: 

inserting one or more instructions in said code block. 

While Hohensee teaches that there is a detection of misaligned data access prior 
to the execution of a code block, and a correction of said misalignment, Hohensee 
teaches that it is done through an exception condition detector, which is not given much 
more detail, and there is no indication in Hohensee that the exception condition detector 
is instructions inserted into the code block. Therefore, while Hohensee teaches the 
same end result as the claim, the way in which it is detected is presumably different. 
However, Angel teaches that one of the most prevalent run-time errors are relating to 
memory access, and that the prior art way of dealing with these issues was to insert 
code to monitor the performance of the code, and to provide indications when an 
improper access occurs (Column 1 , Lines 26-37). Given that Angel teaches that this is 
the method used to detect memory problems (the problem also posed by Honhensee), 
and that it is a prior art method of detecting the problem (the time frame of the invention 
is the time frame which Honhensee was invented), one of ordinary skill in the art, at the 
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time the invention was made, lacking a specific way to detect the misaligned data 
accesses which Honhensee detects, and with Angel describing a way to do so, would 
have implemented Angel's method of inserting code into the software in order to 
implement the "detection" as described by Honhensee. 

6. As per Claim 3, Hohensee teaches: The method of claim 1 , wherein detecting 
comprises inserting at least one instruction in said code block to detect a location of an 
instruction whose execution results in the misaligned data access (Column 3, Lines 15- 
17. In order to substitute code for an instruction, the location would necessarily have to 
have been detected). 

7. As per Claim 4, Hohensee teaches: The method of claim 1 , wherein inserting one 
or more instructions in of said code block comprises inserting at least one instruction in 
said code block to detect a location of an instruction whose execution results in the 
misaligned data access (Column 3, Lines 15-1 7. In order to substitute code for an 
instruction, the location would necessarily have to have been detected). 

8. As per Claim 5, Hohensee teaches: The method of claim 1 , wherein modifying 
comprises adding to said code block an instruction to branch an execution of said code 
block to a code sequence whose execution handles the misaligned data access 
(Column 12, Lines 23-30. A branch to a Fixup code block is called to handle the 
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misalignment). 

9. As per Claim 6, Hohensee teaches: The method of claim 1 , wherein modifying 
comprises modifying said code block to handle misaligned data access in a subsequent 
execution of said code block (Column 12, Lines 23-30. A branch to a Fixup code block 
is called to handle the misalignment). 

10. As per Claim 7, Hohensee teaches: The method of claim 1 , further comprising 
translating said code block from said first format to said second format (Column 1 , Line 
62 - Column 2, Line 4). 

11. As per Claim 9, Hohensee teaches: An apparatus comprising: 

a processor, during translation of a code block from a first format suitable for a 
first computing platform to a second format suitable for a second computing platform 
(Column 1 , Lines 45-47 and Column 1 , Line 62-Column 2, Line 4), in said code block to 
detect whether execution of said code block results in misaligned data access prior to 
execution (Column 3, Lines 4-9 shows the detector detecting an exceptional condition, 
and Column 2, Lines 61-67 show the exception to be caused by a misaligned memory 
reference), of said code block, and 

to modify said code block according to said misaligned data access (Column 8, 
Lines 58-66, additional code is added to the instruction stream to handle the 
misalignment), but fails to teach: 
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inserting one or more instructions during translation. 

While Hohensee teaches that there is a detection of misaligned data access prior 
to the execution of a code block, and a correction of said misalignment, Hohensee 
teaches that it is done through an exception condition detector, which is not given much 
more detail, and there is no indication in Hohensee that the exception condition detector 
is instructions inserted into the code block. Therefore, while Hohensee teaches the 
same end result as the claim, the way in which it is detected is presumably different. 
However, Angel teaches that one of the most prevalent run-time errors are relating to 
memory access, and that the prior art way of dealing with these issues was to insert 
code to monitor the performance of the code, and to provide indications when an 
improper access occurs (Column 1 , Lines 26-37). Given that Angel teaches that this is 
the method used to detect memory problems (the problem also posed by Honhensee), 
and that it is a prior art method of detecting the problem (the time frame of the invention 
is the time frame which Honhensee was invented), one of ordinary skill in the art, at the 
time the invention was made, lacking a specific way to detect the misaligned data 
accesses which Honhensee detects, and with Angel describing a way to do so, would 
have implemented Angel's method of inserting code into the software in order to 
implement the "detection" as described by Honhensee. 

12. As per Claim 1 1 , Hohensee teaches: The apparatus of claim 9, wherein the 
processor is able to insert at least one instruction in said code block to detect a location 
of an instruction whose execution results in the misaligned data access (Column 3, 
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Lines 15-17. In order to substitute code for an instruction, the location would necessarily 
have to have been detected). 

13. As per Claim 12, Hohensee teaches: The apparatus of claim 9, wherein the 
processor is able to insert at least one instruction in said code block to detect a location 
of an instruction whose execution results in the misaligned data access (Column 3, 
Lines 15-17. In order to substitute code for an instruction, the location would necessarily 
have to have been detected). 

14. As per Claim 13, Hohensee teaches: The apparatus of claim 9, wherein the 
processor is able to add to said code block an instruction to branch an execution of said 
code block to a code sequence whose execution handles the misaligned data access 
(Column 12, Lines 23-30. A branch to a Fixup code block is called to handle the 
misalignment). 

1 5. As per Claim 1 4, Hohensee teaches: The apparatus of claim 9, wherein the 
processor is able to modify said code block to handle misaligned data access in a 
subsequent execution of said code block (Column 12, Lines 23-30. A branch to a Fixup 
code block is called to handle the misalignment). 

16. As per Claim 15, Hohensee teaches: The apparatus of claim 9, wherein the 
processor is able to, before insertion, translate said code block from said first format to 
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said second format (Column 1 , Line 62 - Column 2, Line 4). 

1 7. As per Claim 21 , Hohensee teaches: A machine-readable medium having stored 
thereon a set of instructions that, if executed by a machine, cause the machine to 
perform a method comprising: 

during translation of a code block from a first format suitable for a first computing 
platform to a second format suitable for a second computing platform (Column 1 , Lines 
45-47 and Column 1, Line 62-Column 2, Line 4) detecting whether execution of said 
code block results in the misaligned data access prior to execution of said code block 
(Column 3, Lines 4-9 shows the detector detecting an exceptional condition, and 
Column 2, Lines 61-67 show the exception to be caused by a misaligned memory 
reference); and 

modifying said code block according to said misaligned data access (Column 8, 
Lines 58-66, additional code is added to the instruction stream to handle the 
misalignment), but fails to teach: 

inserting one or more instructions in said code block. 

While Hohensee teaches that there is a detection of misaligned data access prior 
to the execution of a code block, and a correction of said misalignment, Hohensee 
teaches that it is done through an exception condition detector, which is not given much 
more detail, and there is no indication in Hohensee that the exception condition detector 
is instructions inserted into the code block. Therefore, while Hohensee teaches the 
same end result as the claim, the way in which it is detected is presumably different. 
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However, Angel teaches that one of the most prevalent run-time errors are relating to 
memory access, and that the prior art way of dealing with these issues was to insert 
code to monitor the performance of the code, and to provide indications when an 
improper access occurs (Column 1 , Lines 26-37). Given that Angel teaches that this is 
the method used to detect memory problems (the problem also posed by Honhensee), 
and that it is a prior art method of detecting the problem (the time frame of the invention 
is the time frame which Honhensee was invented), one of ordinary skill in the art, at the 
time the invention was made, lacking a specific way to detect the misaligned data 
accesses which Honhensee detects, and with Angel describing a way to do so, would 
have implemented Angel's method of inserting code into the software in order to 
implement the "detection" as described by Honhensee. 

1 8. As per Claim 23, Hohensee teaches: The machine-readable medium of claim 21 , 
wherein the instructions that result in detecting result in insertion of at least one 
instruction in said code block to detect a location of an instruction whose execution 
results in the misaligned data access (Column 3, Lines 15-17. In order to substitute 
code for an instruction, the location would necessarily have to have been detected). 

i 

19. As per Claim 24, Hohensee teaches: The machine-readable medium of claim 21 , 
wherein the instructions that result in insertion result in insertion of at least one 
instruction in said code block to detect a location of an instruction whose execution 
results in the misaligned data access (Column 3, Lines 15-17. In order to substitute 
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code for an instruction, the location would necessarily have to have been detected). 

20. As per Claim 25, Hohensee teaches: The machine-readable medium of claim 21 , 
wherein the instructions comprise at least part of a translator (Column 1 , Lines 45-48 
disclose a translator). 

21 . As per Claim 26, Hohensee teaches: The machine-readable medium of claim 21 , 
wherein the instructions comprise at least part of an execution layer (The instructions 
run throughout Hohensee's invention are executed, which necessitate them being in the 
execution layer). 

22. As per Claim 28, Hohensee teaches: The machine-readable medium of claim 21 , 
wherein the instructions comprise at least part of a compiler (Column 1 , Lines 45-48, 
where a translator is a compiler). 

23. Claims 8, 16-17, and 19-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hohensee and Angel. 

24. As per Claim 8, Hohensee teaches the method of claim 1 , but fails to teach: 
wherein inserting one or more instructions in said code block further comprises 

inserting one or more instructions in said code block to detect whether execution of said 
code block results in the a misaligned data access prior to execution of a code block 
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translated from a format suitable for a 32-bit based computing platform to a format 
suitable for a 64-bit based computing platform. 

Hohensee teaches that a host processor, in an execution environment, may 
emulate operations performed by an emulated microprocessor, but not th sizes of the 
processor and the emulated processor. The Examiner is taking official notice that it is 
well known in the art that most computer processors operate on a number of bits that 
are a power of 2, for example, 8, 16, 32, 64, and 128, and that a primary difference 
between computer processors (of the same or similar instruction set) are a difference in 
the bit-size of the processors. In re Rose, 220 F.2d 459, 463, 105 USPQ 237, 240 
(CCPA 1955) teaches that it is within the skill of one of ordinary skill in the art to change 
size, so whether the emulation required was from 8 to 16 bits, 16 to 32 bits, or 32 to 64 
bits is irrelevant to one of ordinary skill in the art. Therefore, one of ordinary skill in the 
art would have been able to make use of Hohensees invention, and apply it to a 64-bit 
processor running a 32-bit program. 

25. As per Claim 16, Hohensee teaches the apparatus of claim 9, but fails to teach: 
wherein the first computing platform is a 32-bit based computing platform and the 
second computer architecture is a 64-bit based computing platform. Hohensee teaches 
that a host processor, in an execution environment, may emulate operations performed 
by an emulated microprocessor, but not the sizes of the processor and the emulated 
processor. The Examiner is taking official notice that it is well known in the art that most 
computer processors operate on a number of bits that are a power of 2, for example, 8, 
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16, 32, 64, and 128, and that a primary difference between computer processors (of the 
same or similar instruction set) are a difference in the bit-size of the processors. In re 
Rose, 220 F.2d 459, 463, 105 USPQ 237, 240 (CCPA 1955) teaches that it is within the 
skill of one of ordinary skill in the art to change size, so whether the emulation required 
was from 8 to 16 bits, 16 to 32 bits, or 32 to 64 bits is irrelevant to one of ordinary skill in 
the art. Therefore, one of ordinary skill in the art would have been able to make use of 
Hohensee's invention, and apply it to a 64-bit processor running a 32-bit program. 

26. As per Claim 17, Hohensee teaches: A computing platform comprising: 

a processor, during translation of a code block from a first format suitable for a 
first computing platform to a second format suitable for a second computing platform 
(Column 1, Lines 45-47 and Column 1, Line 62-Column 2, Line 4), in said code block to 
detect whether execution of said code block results in misaligned data access prior to 
execution (Column 3, Lines 4-9 shows the detector detecting an exceptional condition, 
and Column 2, Lines 61-67 show the exception to be caused by a misaligned memory 
reference) of said code block, and 

to modify said code block according to said misaligned data access (Column 8, 
Lines 58-66, additional code is added to the' instruction stream to handle the 
misalignment); and 

a dynamic random access memory operably associated with said processor to 
store at least a portion of said code block (Figure 1 discloses a memory, but Hohensee 
does not explicitly teach the memory being a dynamic random access memory (herein 
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DRAM). However, the Examiner is taking official notice that using a DRAM for computer 
memory is well known in the art, due to its cheap cost and widespread use, which would 
have motivated one of ordinary skill in the art to utilize a DRAM in Hohensee's 
invention), but fails to teach: 

inserting one or more instructions. 

While Hohensee teaches that there is a detection of misaligned data access prior 
to the execution of a code block, and a correction of said misalignment, Hohensee 
teaches that it is done through an exception condition detector, which is not given much 
more detail, and there is no indication in Hohensee that the exception condition detector 
is instructions inserted into the code block. Therefore, while Hohensee teaches the 
same end result as the claim, the way in which it is detected is presumably different. 
However, Angel teaches that one of the most prevalent run-time errors are relating to 
memory access, and that the prior art way of dealing with these issues was to insert 
code to monitor the performance of the code, and to provide indications when an 
improper access occurs (Column 1 , Lines 26-37). Given that Angel teaches that this is 
the method used to detect memory problems (the problem also posed by Honhensee), 
and that it is a prior art method of detecting the problem (the time frame of the invention 
is the time frame which Honhensee was invented), one of ordinary skill in the art, at the 
time the invention was made, lacking a specific way to detect the misaligned data 
accesses which Honhensee detects, and with Angel describing a way to do so, would 
have implemented Angel's method of inserting code into the software in order to 
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implement the "detection" as described by Honhensee. 

27. As per Claim 19, Hohensee teaches: The apparatus of claim 17, wherein the 
processor is able to insert at least one instruction in said code block to detect a location 
of an instruction whose execution results in the misaligned data access (Column 3, 
Lines 15-17. In order to substitute code for an instruction, the location would necessarily 
have to have been detected). 

28. As per Claim 20, Hohensee teaches: The apparatus of claim 1 7, wherein the 
processor is able to insert at least one instruction in said code block to detect a location 
of an instruction whose execution results in the misaligned data access (Column 3, 
Lines 15-17. In order to substitute code for an instruction, the location would necessarily 
have to have been detected). 

29. Claim 27 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hohensee, in view of Drongowski. 

30. As per Claim 27, Hohensee teaches: The machine-readable medium of claim 21 , 
wherein the instructions comprise at least part of an operating system. While Hohensee 
does not explicitly disclose an operating system, it would have been very obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art to be able to make use of misalignment correction capabilities 
on the operating-system level, so that all programs and programmers can make use of 
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it, as well as the fact that operating systems are extremely common on most computing 
systems. Drongowski teaches an example of an operating system (The Alpha Linux) 
that makes use of commands to fix alignment problems (Section 2.7), and explains the 
problems misalignment can cause. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to allow an operating system 
to run these instructions and make use of Hohensee's invention. 

Response to Arguments 

31 . Applicant's arguments with respect to the claims have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

32. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure as follows. Applicant is reminded that in amending in response to 
a rejection of claims, the patentable novelty must be clearly shown in view of the state 
of the art disclosed by the references cited and the objections made. Applicant must 
also show how the amendments avoid such references and objections. See 37 CFR § 
1.111(c). 

33. Blasciak et al. (USPN 5,265,254) teaches a method of inserting code markers 
into a code block to provide debugging support to a user. 
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34. Hastings (USPN 5,193,180) teaches a method of inserting code into a code block 
to monitor memory access. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Robert E. Fennema whose telephone number is (571 ) 
272-2748. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 8:45-6:15. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Eddie Chan can be reached on (571) 272-4162. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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